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specialty. The burden of proof always lies upon those
wffi? would introducer a limit on this primitive assumption,
and reduce the rule to an exception. But Bentham pro-
poses to invert this order; and sharply calls to account any
man who is so constituted as to imagine his own thoughts
and feelings the slightest clue to other people's; you are to
consider yourself perfectly unique and universally repellent,
till you have evidence of some concordance or approxi-
mation of nature. It is clear that such a principle would
invert the whole logic of our intellectual procedure in the
mutual comparsion of notions and beliefs, and make the
demonstrative sciences, with their axiomatic maxims, the last
residuary products after working through every topic of
difference and debate. And a confusion equally artificial
would accrue from a similar reading backwards of our
ethical procedure. Now if I am justified in assuming
in my neighbours an apprehension like my own of the
equality of two vertical angles, can any reason be given why
I may not in like manner assume that they feel with me the
respective 'authority''of honour and perfidy? The sup-
position of c subjective' morals is no less absurd than that
of ' subjective' mathematics.

* The notion of " ought" or " moral obligation," as used
in our common ethical judgments, does not' (says Professor
Sidgwick), 'merely import (i) that there exists in the mind
of the person judging a specific emotion (whether compli-
cated or not by sympathetic representation of similar
emotions in other minds); nor (2) that certain rules of
conduct are supported by penalties which will follow on
their violation (whether such penalties result from the general
liking or aversion felt for the conduct prescribed or for-
bidden, or from some other source). What then, it may be
asked, does it import? What definition can we give of
"ought," "right," and other terms expressing the same
fundamental notion ? To this it might be answered that the
notion *s too elementary to admit of any formal definition.'
*In our^gractical judgments and reasonings, it must, I